The article entitled "The effect of a verbal concurrent task on visual precision in working memory" by Berry, E. D. J., Allen, R.J., Waterman, A. H., & Logie, R. H. (2019, *Experimental Psychology*, *66*(1), 77--85. <https://10.1027/1618-3169/a000428>) contained analysis errors in the Results section and in [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"}, both on p. 82. These were discovered as a result of making the code for the mixture model used here openly available. We thank Jim Grange for bringing these errors to our attention. The authors regret any inconvenience or confusion this error may have caused.

###### The Bayes factors (BF) in support of a small versus large dual task effect for different effect size intervals. Values lower than 1 indicate support for the embedded processes rather than the multiple component model effect size interval. Bold values indicate cases where either interval is supported by a BF of ≥ 5

![](zea_66_3_252_tbl1a){#tbl1a}

  Multiple component interval   Embedded processes interval   Color judgment   Precision    Probability target   Verbal accuracy
  ----------------------------- ----------------------------- ---------------- ------------ -------------------- -----------------
  (0, 0.1)                      (0.3, Inf)                    **4.27**         1.15         **0.11**             **0.19**
  (0, 0.2)                      (0.3, Inf)                    **5.09**         1.71         0.22                 0.38
  (0, 0.3)                      (0.3, Inf)                    **5.50**         2.28         0.43                 0.66
  (0, 0.1)                      (0.5, Inf)                    **18.71**        3.17         **0.14**             0.30
  (0, 0.2)                      (0.5, Inf)                    **22.29**        4.74         0.30                 0.58
  (0, 0.3)                      (0.5, Inf)                    **24.09**        **6.29**     0.57                 1.02
  (0, 0.1)                      (0.8, Inf)                    **1002.19**      **85.12**    **0.80**             2.37
  (0, 0.2)                      (0.8, Inf)                    **1194.33**      **127.15**   **1.68**             4.60
  (0, 0.3)                      (0.8, Inf)                    **1290.44**      **168.92**   **3.20**             **8.03**

In the process of correcting these errors the whole analysis was rerun with a fixed random seed. Previously the analysis was not run with a fixed seed meaning that reruns would result in small changes to the posterior estimates reported. While fixing the random seed made minimal difference to the results, it maximized reproducibility. For example, the credible interval on the effect size for precision changed from \[−0.027, 0.68\] to \[−0.033, 0.68\]. These small changes, unaffected by the error in the mixture modeling code, are simply reported for completeness.

The only notable changes to our results are with respect to the mixture model parameters. For the probability of recalling the target orientation, our estimate of the effect size for dual-task costs has increased from 0.41 to 0.52. The Bayes Factor has changed from 1.93 in support of a small-effect model to 1.75 in favor of large-effect model. Clearly, this value still remains indeterminate with respect to the two models, far from our *a priori* threshold of 5.

Previously our model was failing to accurately estimate the guessing and non-target probability parameters reported in the Exploratory Analysis. The absolute values of these parameters have changed, with non-target probabilities around 0.15 in both conditions, compared to values of essentially zero previously. The guessing probabilities have also reduced, as the three probability parameters must sum to 1. Despite these changes the *differences* between the single and dual-task conditions remain very similar. Previously we reported an increase in guessing probability of 0.11 under dual-task conditions, with little change in the probability of interference from the non-targets. Here we find an increase in guessing probability of 0.12 under a dual-task and a 0.018 decrease in the non-target probability.

[Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} from our Exploratory Analysis has also been updated to show how changing the effect size thresholds for our small and large-effect models affects the Bayes Factors for the probability of recalling the target orientation. The results are more equivocal than those previously reported, with two cases where the support for a large-effect model exceeds a Bayes Factor of 5.

Results {#S2}
=======

Confirmatory Analysis {#SS1-1}
---------------------

The median posterior estimate for the mean difference between precision for the single (*M* = 0.61, *SD* = 0.3) and dual task (*M* = 0.54, *SD* = 0.32) conditions was 0.07 (95% credible interval \[−0.0078, 0.15\]). The data were 6.29 times more likely under a model assuming a small versus a large effect. The median posterior estimate for the effect size of the change in precision between the single and dual task conditions was 0.32 (95% credible interval \[−0.033, 0.68\]).

For the probability of recalling the target orientation, the median estimate of the mean difference between the single (*M* = 0.8, *SD* = 0.15) and dual task (*M* = 0.69, *SD* = 0.23) conditions was 0.1 (95% credible interval \[0.03, 0.17\]). The Bayes Factor in support of a large versus a small effect was 1.75. Finally, the median estimate for the effect size was 0.52 (95% credible interval \[0.14, 0.90\]).

The median estimate for the difference in color judgment accuracy between the single (*M* = 0.91, *SD* = 0.072) and dual task (*M* = 0.9, *SD* = 0.06) conditions was 0.014 (95% credible interval \[−0.011, 0.039\]). The Bayes Factor in support of a small versus a large effect was 24.09. The median estimate for the effect size was 0.2 (95% credible interval \[−0.16, 0.57\]).

The median estimate for the difference in the proportion of letters correctly recalled between the single (*M* = 0.79, *SD* = 0.12) and dual task (*M* = 0.76, *SD* = 0.13) conditions was 0.031 (95% credible interval \[0.007, 0.055\]). The Bayes Factor in support of a small versus a large effect was 1.02. The median estimate for the effect size was 0.46 (95% credible interval \[0.098, 0.84\]).

[Figure 4](#fig1){#fgc1-1 ref-type="fig"} shows the updated effect sizes estimate for the four confirmatory outcome measures.

![Violin plots for the distribution of posterior estimates of the cross-modal interference effect size. Horizontal lines represent 2.5, 50, and 97.5th quantiles.](zea_66_3_252_fig1a){#fig1}

Exploratory Analysis {#SS1-2}
--------------------

The median estimate for the difference in the probability of recalling a non-target orientation between the single (*M* = 0.16, *SD* = 0.14) and dual task (*M* = 0.14, *SD* = 0.12) conditions was 0.018 (95% credible interval \[−0.031, 0.067\]).

The median estimate for the difference in the probability of a uniform response distribution, that is, guessing, between the single (*M* = 0.039, *SD* = 0.1) and dual task (*M* = 0.17, *SD* = 0.23) conditions was 0.12 (95% credible interval \[0.028, 0.21\]).

[Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} in this erratum reproduces [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} from the original manuscript with the values in the "Probability target" column corrected. The Shiny Web Application for comparing different effect size intervals available at <https://edjberry.shinyapps.io/BF_intervals/> has also been updated.
